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PR-1 

PR-2 

PR-3 

Comment No. PR-1 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe the existing land uses on the Coronado 
National Forest, including wilderness and roadless areas, and analyze 
potential land use impacts from the proposed transmission line for each of 
the proposed corridors.  Also refer to Sections 3.12 and 4.12, 
Transportation, regarding existing roadless areas and potential impacts to 
these areas. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 describe the existing biological resources and potential 
impacts to these resources, including impacts associated with the Crossover 
Corridor. Section 3.7.1.3 states that Peck Canyon, which is encompassed by 
a portion of the Crossover Corridor, is a perennial surface water, and 
Section 4.7.1.3 evaluates impacts to water resources within Peck Canyon. 
 
Comment No. PR-2 
 
Section 3.1.1, Land Use, in the Draft EIS identified that Forest Plan 
amendments would be required for implementation of the proposed project, 
and Appendix H contains the supporting analysis for the proposed Forest 
Plan amendments. 
 
Comment No. PR-3 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative. 
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PR-4 

PR-5 

Comment No. PR-4 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….” See further discussion of purpose and 
need in Section 1.2. 
 
If TEP’s proposed project is approved by each of the Federal agencies, then 
there would still be a variety of events that could preclude TEP from 
implementing this project, such as the possibility of failure by TEP to 
secure a power sales contract with CFE. Issuance of a Presidential Permit 
by DOE would only indicate that DOE has no objection to the project, but 
would not mandate that the project be built.   
 
Comment No. PR-5  
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of the Federal agencies in developing 
alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a permit for 
a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s proposed project, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review of alternatives to those that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide whether that proposal is 
or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal agencies do not review 
alternatives that are not within the scope of the applicant’s proposal. 
Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to alter its proposal; 
instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is appropriate for the proposal 
as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the agency to run the applicant’s 
business and to change the applicant’s proposal, but only to evaluate the 
environmental effects of the applicant’s business proposal as offered. 
Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives, which 
include the full spectrum of alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s 
proposal. 
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PR-6 

PR-5 
cont. 

PR-7 

 
 

Comment No. PR-5 (continued) 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Likewise, a smaller transmission 
line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line (e.g., a 115-kV line) would not 
meet the international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal. Therefore, 
these alternatives are not evaluated in detail in this EIS (see Section 2.1.5, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. PR-6 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 discuss existing recreational settings and activities, 
and analyze potential impacts to recreation from the proposed project. 
 
In support of preparation of the Draft EIS, field surveys were performed for 
a number of resource areas for each of the proposed corridors.  Section 
4.3.2, Vegetation and Wildlife, has been revised in the Final EIS to discuss 
wildlife surveys conducted in the corridors.  As documented in the 
Biological Assessments included in Appendices D, E, and F, field surveys 
were conducted for biological resources.  Field surveys were also conducted 
for the recreational and visual resource analyses (see Methodology in 
Sections 4.1.2 and 4.2, respectively). NEPA requires the use of the best 
available science and information rather than the development of new 
information or surveys where none exist. However, for certain resources, 
field surveys may be required to meet other legal or regulatory requirements 
concurrently with the NEPA process, such as for the resources discussed 
above. In such cases, the results of field surveys are included in the EIS. 
 
TEP has not finalized the placement of the 125-ft (38-m) ROW within the 
0.25-mi (0.40-km)-wide study corridors. If an action alternative is selected 
for implementation by each of the Federal agencies through the issuance of 
a ROD, then precise siting of the ROW and the support structures within the 
ROW would involve additional field surveys by cultural, biological, and 
visual specialists, to identify and minimize impacts to each area of land to 
be disturbed. 
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PR-8 

PR-9 

PR-3 
cont. 

Comment No. PR-7 
 
The maps in the EIS are conceptual maps designed to be simple and user 
friendly, with adequate detail to show the location of the 0.25 mi (0.40 km)-
wide study corridors.  TEP has not finalized the placement of the 125-ft 
(38-m) ROW within the 0.25 mi (0.40 km)-wide study corridors (see 
response to Comment PR-6 above), and therefore the maps in the EIS 
cannot show the precise proposed ROW locations.  
 
Comment No. PR-8 
 
Figure 3.1-1, Specially Designated Areas on the Coronado National Forest, 
has been revised in the Final EIS to show the portion of Sycamore Creek 
that is preliminarily eligible for designation as a Wild and Scenic River (the 
segment of Sycamore Canyon from south of Ruby Road to the U.S.-Mexico 
border). Based on a site visit by USFS resource specialists and others, the 
Western Corridor is not visible from the eligible area. The topography of 
Sycamore Canyon is characterized by a very deep canyon, thus reducing the 
likelihood that a viewer standing at the creek bottom would be able to see a 
transmission line located outside the canyon.   Thus, if Sycamore Canyon 
were determined to be a Wild and Scenic River, the transmission line would 
not be visible from the wild and scenic reach of the river.   
 
Comment No. PR-9 
 
Sections 3.5 and 4.5 discuss the existing socioeconomic resources and 
address potential socioeconomic impacts as a result of the proposed project. 
Section 3.5 has been revised in the Final EIS to describe existing 
socioeconomic aspects of tourism in the project area, and Section 4.5 has 
been revised to discuss potential impacts to socioeconomic aspects of 
tourism. Section 4.5 includes a discussion of the reasons that potential 
impacts to property values as a result of the proposed project are speculative 
and beyond the scope of the EIS.  A cost-benefit analysis is beyond the 
scope of the EIS.    
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JD-1 

JD-2 

JD-3 

 

Comment No. JD-1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
In order to meet the international connection aspect of TEP’s purpose and 
need, a 345-kV transmission line is required. If TEP’s proposed project is 
approved by each of the Federal agencies, then there would still be a variety 
of events that could preclude TEP from implementing this project, such as 
the possibility of failure by TEP to secure a power sales contract with CFE. 
Issuance of a Presidential Permit by DOE would only indicate that DOE has 
no objection to the project, but would not mandate that the project be built.  
 
Comment No. JD-2 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line. Therefore, the alternative of a new power plant (and 
associated augmentation of the local natural gas pipeline) is not evaluated in 
detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But 
Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. JD-3 
 
The maintenance requirements of the proposed project are described in 
Section 2.2.4, Operation and Maintenance. More detailed information on 
the equipment that would be used for maintenance of the proposed project 
is contained in the Roads Analysis prepared for the proposed project (URS 
2003a). 
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JD-3 
cont. 

JD-2 
cont. 

JD-4 

 
 

Comment No. JD-4 
 
Because the Federal agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust 
consumer electricity rates in light of the proposed project, the potential 
change in consumer electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the 
EIS. 
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MK-1 

MK-2 

Comment No. MK-1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Comment No. MK-2 
 
Information from the Mexican government indicates that there are no plans 
for any power plant construction in Mexico reliant upon, or otherwise 
connected to, TEP’s proposed project.  Therefore, the potential for 
construction of power plants in Mexico is not a connected action and is not 
analyzed in Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, of the EIS. 
 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS has been revised to discuss 
the growth of electricity demand in Mexico and the United States and the 
potential for new power plants, and to describe qualitatively the potential 
impacts in the United States (including air quality impacts) from power 
plant construction in southern Arizona and Sonora, Mexico. Chapter 5 has 
also been revised to describe the regulation of power plants in Mexico 
(including coordination between the United States and Mexico), potential 
fuel sources, and associated emissions.  
 
The Draft EIS was prepared in accordance with Section 102(2)(c) of NEPA, 
the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and all applicable laws, 
regulations, and agency policies.  The Federal agencies have determined 
that the Draft EIS does not need to be re-issued for additional review. 
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MK-2 
cont. 

MK-3 

MK-4 

 
 

Comment No. MK-3 
 
The EIS addresses the construction, operation, and maintenance 
requirements of the proposed 345-kV transmission line between the South 
and proposed Gateway Substations and continuing to the U.S.-Mexico 
border.  
 
Regarding the trade of electricity across the U.S-Mexico border, the passage 
of NAFTA established the benefits of strengthening and enhancing the 
electricity trade with Canada and Mexico. Analysis of how the United 
States and Mexico should trade power is outside the scope of the EIS. 
 
Comment No. MK-4 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present analyses of the affected environment and 
potential impacts to land use from the Western Corridor, including impacts 
to the specially designated areas cited by the commentor.  Sections 3.2 and 
4.2 present analyses of existing and potential impacts to visual resources in 
the cited areas from the Western Corridor, and Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss 
the existing and potential impacts to biological resources. 
 
Figure 3.1-1 shows that a segment of the 0.25-mi (0.40-km) wide Western 
Corridor within the Coronado National Forest overlaps Ruby Road. Visual 
Simulations 3 (referenced in Section 4.2.1) shows that the proposed  
transmission line in this segment overlapping Ruby Road would be on the 
south side of the road.   
 
Comment No. MK-5 
 
Section 4.12.1, Transportation, of the Final has been revised to clarify that 
roads to be closed on the Coronado National Forest to maintain the existing 
road density would be identified through the Special Use Permit process.  
This process would include USFS personnel who would coordinate the road 
closures with other multiple uses on the Coronado National Forest. 
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MK-4 
cont. 

MK-5 

MK-4 
cont. 

MK-6 

 
 

Comment No. MK-6 
 
The potential economic benefit to TEP from the proposed project is outside 
the scope of the EIS. 
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MM-1 

Comment No. MM-1 
 
In Figure 4.2-3 of the EIS, the map of the Western Corridor is shaded to 
indicate visibility from travelways. As the Western Corridor crosses I-19 
and continues southwest, residents, travelers, and recreationalists would 
have intermittent views of the proposed project in the foreground and 
middleground, with views from many areas in lower terrain obscured by the 
hills and mine tailings piles in the area.     
 
While there is a potential for construction of new houses on the hills to the 
west of I-19 and almost anywhere in the project area, until plans are 
presented, new housing construction is speculative.  If such housing 
construction were to occur, the transmission line may be visible from 
potential residences on the hills to the west of the interstate, depending on 
the terrain setting of each individual house. Information on the specific 
housing construction referenced by the commentor as it could relate to 
cumulative impacts has been added to Section 5.2, Reasonably Foreseeable 
Action Identification. 
 
While the Federal agencies recognize that a given property owner’s value 
could be affected (positively or negatively) by the project, the Federal 
agencies have not attempted to quantify theoretical public perceptions of 
property values should the proposed project be built. 
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MM-1 
cont. 
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MM-2 

Comment No. MM-2 
 
Section 4.2 analyzes potential impacts to visual resources. TEP, together 
with visual, cultural, and biological specialists, would site structures on the 
landscape so that viewers would see land or vegetation (such as a mountain) 
behind the structure rather than sky, where feasible (that is, so the structures 
are not skylined). Thus, the self-weathering monopoles were selected 
because they would blend better with the background of land or vegetation 
than gray or silver dulled galvanized steel would. 
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MM-2 
cont.  

2.2-66 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

Public Comment Hearings 
September 25, 2003, 7 p.m. to 9 p.m., Green Valley, AZ 
Page 22 of 47 
 

JD-1 

JD-2 

Comment No. JD-1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Comment No. JD-2 
 
TEP has not finalized the placement of the 125-ft (38-m) ROW within the 
0.25-mi (0.40-km)-wide study corridors. If an action alternative is selected 
for implementation by each of the Federal agencies through the issuance of 
a ROD, then precise siting of the ROW and the support structures within the 
ROW would involve input from cultural, biological, and visual specialists, 
to identify and minimize impacts to each area of land to be disturbed.  For 
this reason, the Final EIS cannot include information on whether or how 
many homes would be displaced by the proposed project. If implementation 
of the proposed project requires condemnation of residences or private 
lands, such condemnation would be subject to separate legal proceedings 
which provide due process for those affected. TEP would avoid 
condemnation wherever possible. 
 
While the Federal agencies recognize that a given property owner’s value 
could be affected (positively or negatively) by the project, the Federal 
agencies have not attempted to quantify theoretical public perceptions of 
property values should the proposed project be built. 
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JD-3 

RP-1 

Comment No. JD-3 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
 
Comment No. RP-1 
 
Several routing alternatives were considered but eliminated from further 
analysis that involved part or all of a route through the Santa Cruz Valley.  
Refer to Section 2.1.5 in the Final EIS for an explanation of these 
alternatives and the reasons for elimination. 
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RP-2 

RP-3 

 

Comment No. RP-2 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. As discussed 
in section 2.1.5, improvements to the local distribution system (formerly 
Citizens) do not eliminate the need for the proposed second transmission 
line. 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….” 
 
Comment No. RP-3 
 
The EIS includes discussions of Sycamore and Peck Canyons in the 
affected environment sections (Chapter 3), and evaluates potential impacts 
to these areas (Chapter 4).   
 
Comment No. RP-4 
 
TEP has not finalized the placement of the 125-ft (38-m) ROW within the 
0.25-mi (0.40-km)-wide study corridors. After each agency has issued a 
ROD, the precise siting of the ROW, and siting of the support structures 
within the ROW, would involve input from cultural, biological, and visual 
specialists, to identify and minimize impacts to each area of land to be 
disturbed.  For this reason, the Final EIS cannot include maps showing a 
precise location for the ROW (see Section 3.1.1 of the EIS). Also, due to 
the scale and the level of detail shown in the EIS figures, topographical 
lines (lines showing elevation contours of the land) are not included in order 
to present simplified, user-friendly maps. 
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RP-3 
cont. 

RP-4 

RP-3 
cont. 

RP-5 

RP-1 
cont. 

Comment No. RP-5 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to amending the 
Forest Plan. 
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RP-1 
cont. 

JR-1 

JR-2 

JR-3 

Comment No. JR-1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s preference for the No Action 
Alternative. 
 
Comment No. JR-2 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Comment No. JR-3  
 
Because the proposed corridor alternatives would be purposely sited away 
from residential areas and in sparsely populated areas in order to avoid 
impact on large numbers of residences, the Federal agencies conclude that 
no potential for disproportionately high and adverse impacts among low-
income populations would be expected (see Section 4.13, Environmental 
Justice). 
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JR-3 
cont. 

JR-4 

 
 

Comment No. JR-4 
 
Information from the Mexican government indicates that there are no plans 
for any power plant construction in Mexico reliant upon, or otherwise 
connected to, TEP’s proposed project.  Therefore, the potential for 
construction of power plants in Mexico is not a connected action and is not 
analyzed in Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, of the EIS.  Section 5.2.4, 
Power Plants in Mexico, has been added to the Final EIS to clarify that the 
nearest location to TEP’s proposed project for existing or planned power 
plant construction in Mexico is in Naco, Sonora, approximately 75 mi (120 
km) east of Nogales. 
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JR-4 
cont. 
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JR-4 
cont. 

JR-2 
cont. 

JR-5 

RS-1 

Comment No. JR-5 
 
As explained in Section 2.1.5 of the EIS, local generation and/or 
improvements to the local distribution system (formerly Citizens) do not 
eliminate the need for the proposed second transmission line. 
 
Comment No. RS-1 
 
Information from the Mexican government indicates that there are no plans 
for any power plant construction in Mexico reliant upon, or otherwise 
connected to, TEP’s proposed project.  Therefore, the potential for 
construction of power plants in Mexico is not a connected action and is not 
analyzed in Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, of the EIS.   
 
Chapters 3 and 4 include discussions on potential impacts to Sycamore 
Canyon for a number of different resource areas. 
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RS-2 

RK-1 

Comment No. RS-2 
 
The Federal agencies reviewed the article submitted by the commentor and 
concluded that the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC’s) probe 
into the role of towers in bird deaths is not directly relevant to the proposed 
project.  However, the issue of bird mortality from the proposed project is 
addressed in Section 4.3.4 of the EIS. 
 
Comment No. RK-1 
 
The Federal agencies and TEP initiated consultation with Davis Monthan 
Air Force Base regarding potential impacts of the proposed transmission 
line on military flight operation.  In response to the consultation, a 
representative of Davis Monthan Air Force Base stated that they had no 
issues to raise with respect to any of the proposed corridors, but that the 
proposed Western Corridor could impact the FUZZY Military Operating 
Area, controlled by the 162nd Fighter Group Airspace in Tucson. 
Information regarding the proposed project was forwarded to the 162nd 
Fight Group Airspace Manager and a copy of the Draft EIS was sent for the 
manager’s review and comment.  However, no comment was received 
concerning the potential impact on military flight operation from the 
proposed project (see Chapter 10 and Appendix A of the EIS).  
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RK-2 

RK-1 
cont. 

Comment No. RK-2 
 
The Federal agencies solicited comments from the U.S Border Patrol.  
Based on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal 
agencies’ request, the Federal agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land 
Use; Section 4.12, Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of 
the Final EIS. The U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-enforced the 
information on which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS was based. The 
U.S. Border Patrol stated that the roads associated with the construction and 
maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to an increase in 
illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and affect U.S. Border 
Patrol operations. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that although the proposed 
project would not create a single north-south route and roads would be 
closed or otherwise blocked, illegal immigrants and narcotic smugglers 
would be attracted to the area to use portions of the proposed access roads, 
resulting in a need for the U.S. Border Patrol to increase its presence in the 
Coronado National Forest.   
 
For more information on the effects of illegal immigration, see Report to the 
House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations on Impacts Caused 
by Undocumented Aliens Crossing Federal Lands in Southeast Arizona, 
April 29, 2002 (House 2002). 
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BK-1 

BK-2 

BK-3 

BK-4 

Comment No. BK-1 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, which 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Comment No. BK-2 
 
Because the Federal agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust 
consumer electricity rates in light of the proposed project, the potential 
change in consumer electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the 
EIS. 
 
Comment No. BK-3 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 discuss the existing visual resources and potential 
impacts to visual resources from the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. BK-4 
 
Sections 3.4 and 4.4 discuss the existing cultural resources and potential 
impacts to cultural resources from the proposed project.  The Federal 
agencies are developing a Programmatic Agreement with the Arizona State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), interested tribes, and TEP guiding the 
treatment of cultural resources if an action alternative is selected.  Prior to 
ground-disturbing activities in any approved corridor, a complete on-the-
ground inventory would be conducted by professional archaeologists in 
accordance with provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA).  Efforts to identify cultural resources would also 
include historical document research and continued consultation with 
Native American tribes regarding potential traditional cultural properties 
and sacred sites.   Identified cultural resources would be evaluated in terms 
of National Register eligibility criteria and potential project effects in  
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BK-4 
cont. 

BK-5 

BK-6  

BS-1  

Comment No. BK-4 (continued) 
 
consultation with all parties who are participants in the Programmatic 
Agreement. 

 
Wherever possible, power poles, access roads, and any other ground-
disturbing activities would be placed to avoid direct impacts to cultural 
resources.  A professional archaeologist would assist the pole-siting crew in 
avoiding impacts to cultural resource sites.  In cases where avoidance of 
sites is not feasible, a site-specific Treatment Plan and Data Recovery Plan 
would be developed in consultation with tribes, the, appropriate land- 
managing agencies, and the Arizona SHPO.  These plans will include an 
appropriate Plan of Action to implement the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act.   A Discovery Plan would be developed to 
establish procedures to be followed in the event of discovery of 
unanticipated cultural resources, and a Monitoring Plan would address 
issues of site protection and avoidance.   
 
Comment No. BK-5 
 
The Federal agencies solicited comments from the U.S Border Patrol.  
Based on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal 
agencies’ request, the Federal agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land 
Use; Section 4.12, Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of 
the Final EIS. The U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-enforced the 
information on which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS was based. The 
U.S. Border Patrol stated that the roads associated with the construction and 
maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to an increase in 
illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and affect U.S. Border 
Patrol operations. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that although the proposed 
project would not create a single north-south route and roads would be 
closed or otherwise blocked, illegal immigrants and narcotic smugglers 
would be attracted to the area to use portions of the proposed access roads, 
resulting in a need for the U.S. Border Patrol to increase its presence in the 
Coronado National Forest.   
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MM-3 

Comment No. BK-5 (continued) 
 
For more information on the effects of illegal immigration, see Report to the 
House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations on Impacts Caused 
by Undocumented Aliens Crossing Federal Lands in Southeast Arizona, 
April 29, 2002 (House 2002). 
 
Comment No. BK-6 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Comment No. BS-1 
 
Chapters 3 and 4 discuss Sycamore and Peck Canyons and evaluate 
potential impacts for a number of different resource areas. 
 
Comment No. MM-3 
 
After a utility company such as TEP constructs a project, the ACC 
determines whether or to what degree an investment by a utility is 
recoverable through consumer electricity rates. Because the Federal 
agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust consumer electricity 
rates in light of the proposed project, the potential change in consumer 
electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the EIS.   
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MM-4 

MM-5 

 
 

Comment No. MM-4 
 
The maximum level at which the proposed 345-kV transmission line would 
be operated is 500 MW. If TEP wanted to operate the proposed  
345-kV transmission line above 500 MW, TEP would have to apply to DOE 
for an amendment to their Presidential Permit, and DOE would have to 
perform additional analysis required by NEPA. 
 
Comment No. MM-5   
 
Caterpillar’s suggested re-route would be on land owned or leased by 
Caterpillar, but it is outside the corridor that the ACC directed TEP to use. 
Accordingly, ACC approval would be needed in order to re-route the line as 
suggested. The ACC declined to accommodate Caterpillar’s request for re-
routing at the January 3, 2002 hearing on the CEC. Because of this 
limitation and because the agencies have less information about the 
environmental characteristics of this route than about the corridor 
alternatives, the suggested reroute option is not available for selection by 
the agencies at this time. Therefore, as discussed in Section 2.1.5, this 
suggested reroute was eliminated from detailed analysis in this EIS. If, 
following the issuance of Federal agency RODs, TEP were to propose use 
of this alternative route, the Federal agencies would evaluate the need for 
additional NEPA review. 
 
As a condition of the Certificate of Environmental Compatibility issued by 
the ACC to TEP in January 2002, TEP would be obligated to “meet and 
confer with landowners who are within or adjacent to the Route Corridor 
and other interested parties in order to develop a plan for specific pole 
locations that will mitigate the environmental and visual impact of the 
Project transmission lines within the Route Corridor.” Consistent with this 
obligation, TEP would meet with each landowner and discuss impacts to 
their particular property, including any issues that a particular landowner 
has before finalizing the alignment of the transmission line within the 
corridor considered in this EIS and the location of access roads.  This 
mitigation measure has been added to Section 2.2.6. 
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MM-5 
cont. 

MM-6 

MM-7 

Comment No. MM-6  
 
Refer to the response to Comment MM-4 within this transcript regarding 
operation of the transmission line at 500 MW. The maximum EMF levels 
listed in Table 4.10-2 were calculated based correctly on operation of the 
proposed 345-kV transmission line at the 500 MW level. The proposed 
ROW width is appropriate for operation of the 345-kV line at the 500 MW 
level. 
 
Comment No. MM-7 
 
The Federal agencies conducted consultation with the FAA (see Table 10-1, 
and letter in Appendix A), and the FAA indicated that the only requirement 
would be to adhere to State of Arizona statutes in regard to tower 
construction. Table 2.2-2, TEP Mitigation Practices Included in the 
Proposed Action, measure number 7, has been revised to reflect this 
requirement.  
 
The U.S. Border Patrol stated that although the proposed project would not 
create a single north-south route and roads would be closed or otherwise 
blocked, illegal immigrants and narcotic smugglers would be attracted to 
the area to use portions of the proposed access roads, resulting in a need for 
the U.S. Border Patrol to increase its presence in the Coronado National 
Forest.   
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MM-8 

MM-9 

 
 
 
 
 

Comment No. MM-8 
 
The Federal agencies have revised Sections 4.1.1, Land Use; Section 4.12, 
Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS based 
on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ 
request regarding illegal immigration and law enforcement activities in the 
proposed project vicinity. The U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally re-
enforced the information on which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS 
was based. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that the roads associated with the 
construction and maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to 
an increase in illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and 
affect U.S. Border Patrol operations. The effects of these activities are 
reflected in the Final EIS in the sections listed above.  
 
Comment No. MM-9 
 
The information on routes presented during the scoping process is intended 
to be preliminary in nature and is not intended to be a final determination of 
routing or topics that ultimately are to be analyzed in the Draft EIS. In fact, 
one of the stated purposes of scoping is to refine alternatives and issues to 
be addressed. The analysis that occurred between scoping and publication 
of the Draft EIS refined the actual Central Corridor to be considered for 
environmental effects. The Central Corridor is correctly shown in the Draft 
EIS. 
 
The Federal agencies are preparing a Programmatic Agreement with the 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), interested tribes, and 
TEP guiding the treatment of cultural resources if an action alternative is 
selected.  Prior to ground-disturbing activities in any approved corridor, a 
complete on-the-ground inventory would be conducted by professional 
archaeologists in accordance with provisions of Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).  Efforts to identify cultural resources 
would also include historical document research and continued consultation 
with Native American tribes regarding potential traditional cultural 
properties and sacred sites.  Identified cultural resources would be evaluated 
in terms of National Register eligibility criteria and potential project effects 
in consultation with all parties who are participants in the Programmatic 
Agreement. 
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MM-9 
cont. 

MM-10 

MM-11 

 
 

Comment No. MM-10 
 
Wherever possible, power poles, access roads, and any other ground-
disturbing activities would be placed to avoid direct impacts to cultural 
resources.  A professional archaeologist would assist the pole-siting crew in 
avoiding impacts to cultural resource sites.  In cases where avoidance of 
sites is not feasible, a site-specific Treatment Plan and Data Recovery Plan 
would be developed in consultation with tribes, the, appropriate land-
managing agencies, and the Arizona SHPO.  These plans will include an 
appropriate Plan of Action to implement the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act.   A Discovery Plan would be developed to 
establish procedures to be followed in the event of discovery of 
unanticipated cultural resources, and a Monitoring Plan would address 
issues of site protection and avoidance.   
 
Comment No. MM-11 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 describe the existing biological resources and potential 
impacts to these resources, including impacts to jaguar. 
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LS-1 

Comment No. LS-1 
 
While there is a potential for construction of new houses almost anywhere 
in the project area, until plans are presented, new housing construction is 
speculative. If such housing construction were to occur, the South 
Substation and/or proposed transmission line may be visible from potential 
residences nearby, depending on the terrain setting of each individual 
house. Information on the specific housing construction referenced by the 
commentor as it could relate to cumulative impacts has been added to 
Section 5.2, Reasonably Foreseeable Action Identification. 
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 LS-1 

cont. 

EK-1 

EK-2 

LS-2 

Comment No. LS-2 
 
The potential impacts to the Coronado National Forest from the proposed 
project are analyzed in Chapter 4 of the EIS, under each respective resource 
section.  
 
Comment No. EK-1 
 
The available data have not revealed any conclusive evidence that EMF 
exposure from power lines poses a hazard to animal or human health (see 
Sections 3.10 and 4.10, Health and Human Environment). 
 
Comment No. EK-2 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line. Therefore, the alternative of a new power plant is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
The Federal agencies do not have any information indicating that a power 
plant would be any more or less of a terrorism target than a transmission 
line. Section 4.11.1, Infrastructure, discusses terrorism concerns related to 
the proposed project.   
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EK-2 
cont. 

EK-3 

PR-10 

 
 

Comment No. EK-3 
 
The EIS analyzes potential environmental impacts for the entire length of 
each of the proposed corridors, including the portion of the Western and 
Central Corridors between the Arivaca Road and the Coronado National 
Forest, in Chapters 3 (Affected Environment) and 4 (Environmental 
Effects) of the EIS. 
 
Comment No. PR-10 
 
Sections 4.3.2, Vegetation and Wildlife, and 4.3.4, Migratory Birds and 
Raptors, of the Final EIS have been revised to include analysis of the 
potential effects of explosives blasting. In addition, a mitigation measure 
has been added to the EIS (see Section 2.2) stating that no blasting would 
occur during peak breeding times for migratory birds (April through 
August) to minimize the impacts to migratory birds.  The effects of blasting 
are unlikely to lead to a downward population trend or loss of population 
viability for any wildlife or migratory bird populations occurring in the 
project area.  
 
Specific information on where explosives blasting would be required is 
pending final siting of the transmission line, which would occur only after 
issuance of a ROD by each Federal agency (if an action alternative is 
selected for implementation). 
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PR-10 
cont. 
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PR-10 
cont. 
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